Spatial strategy then known as regional planning, was conceptualized and formally institutionalized in the Second Malaysia Plan, to be among the major instruments of the New Economic Policy (NEP). Urbanization in this context was envisaged to help achieve the spatially balanced development target of the NEP, serving as a means to improve the socioeconomic status of the population in general, and increase the participation of Bumiputras in particular, in the modern urban sector (2nd Malaysia Plan, 1971). Conscious planning which characterizes the country's development since independence has placed Malaysia currently to be among Asia's best. The challenge of the concomitant rapid rate of urbanization however, continues to remain one of bridging the multidimensional urban-rural gaps. The National Urbanization Policy (NUP) and National Physical Plan (NPP) while fully cognizant of the potentially divisive globalization effect on national development, stress the enhancement of overall living qualities for sustainability. This paper seeks to explore the differences between the importance and satisfaction in living qualities between the urban and rural dwellers in 14 quality of life domains. These domains are
INTRODUCTION
Research and discussion on the quality of life (QOL) is pursued in a detailed and elaborate manner since the early 80s (Marcouiller, & English, 2001; Dissart & Deller, 2000) . Marans and Stimson (2011) recently summarized major efforts covering the theory, methods and empirical research on quality of life studies. One of the more important aspects of QOL research throughout literature is its definition which generally refers to the degree of well-being felt by the community or individual. Many researchers have expanded their research using multivariable criteria for assessing a good quality place (Norainah A.R., Dasimah O. and Abdul Ghani S., 2012) . Szalai (1980) defines quality of life based on the degree of excellence or satisfactory character of life. While covering many, the two basic components of quality of life which underpin many efforts to quantify quality of life are physical and psychological. The physical component covers areas such as health, nutrition, and protection from disease while the psychological component deals with issues such as stress, entertainment and leisure.
As a concept the meaning of quality of life (QOL) can infer to the notions of "well-being," focusing on the individual, to "good society", to "good place/city" focusing on the location (Dissart & Deller, 2000) . According to Zapf (2000) , QOL does not only encompass living conditions but also the subjective aspect of living conditions. This necessarily requires that indicators for quality of life besides including the process and provision of, and access to a better environment and better facilities further incorporate the manner of delivery of goods, services, or facilities; and the experience associated with consumption of goods and services (Massam, 2002) . Considered from this perspective, QOL has a number of implications for planning, more so in the context of a rapidly urbanizing society such as that of Malaysia's. Indeed, the main concern of the planners is the promotion of the general welfare or the public interest. The comprehensive nature of quality of life research furthermore corresponds well with the planner's long-standing concern for comprehensive planning (Myers, 2007) .
Conscious planning which characterizes the country's development since independence has placed Malaysia currently to be among Asia's best. This adds to the considerable degree of consensus regarding the notion that development, defined in terms of economic growth, is positively linked with quality of life as its concomitant effect. In fact, despite the difficulties associated with proving causality in the social sciences, historical evidence suggests that increases in levels of urbanization and development throughout the world have almost always been associated with economic gains (measured in terms of such economic indicators as GNP and GDP). However, it remains to be shown that these economic gains translate into improved human conditions i.e. quality of life. The challenge of the rapid rate of urbanization however continues to remain one of bridging the multidimensional urban-rural gaps. More importantly, have economic gains caused a rift in the quality of lives among the more prosperous compared to the other regions?
In Malaysia, urbanization viz development planning was envisaged to help achieve the spatially balanced development target of the NEP, serving as a means to improve the socioeconomic status of the population in general and increase the participation of Bumiputras in particular, in the modern urban sector (2 nd Malaysia Plan, 1971) . Diffusion of urbanization in Malaysia has contributed to the general improvements of the living environment through the provision of infrastructure and services such as conventional housing, water and electricity supplies, sanitation, sewerage, transport and telecommunications and so forth. Urbanization creates more employment opportunities which are varied, highly specialized and yield higher incomes, promotes modern lifestyles and contributes to a higher socioeconomic standard of living with increased access to higher order facilities and services such as better education, medical services, recreational and the like. The National Urbanization Policy (NUP) and National Physical Plan (NPP) while fully cognizant of the potentially divisive globalization effect on national development, stress the enhancement of overall living qualities for sustainability. This paper seeks to explore the differences between the importance and satisfaction in living qualities between the urban and rural dwellers in 14 quality of life domains with the aim to highlight the role of planning in reducing the perceived gap.
URBANIZATION IN MALAYSIA
Based on the definition of urban areas by the Department of Statistics i , Figure 1 shows the urbanization rate in Malaysia since 1911. Urban growth in the country has shown a steady increase with an accelerated rate of increase in the past three decades or so. In 2010, the urbanization rate was 71.0 percent, increasing from 62.0 percent in 2000. Apart from W. P. Kuala Lumpur and W. P. Putrajaya with 100 percent level of urbanization, the other states with a high level of urbanization were Selangor and Pulau Pinang with 91.4 percent and 90.8 percent respectively. Conversely, the states with lower urbanization levels were Kelantan (42.4 percent), Pahang (50.5 percent) and Perlis (51.4 per cent) (Department of Statistics Malaysia, 2012) .
The marked increase in the urbanization rate started from 1970 onwards, and continues to increase remarkably ( Figure 1 ). The single most important explanation for the phenomenal increase in the urbanization rate since 1970 was the implementation of the New Economic Policy (NEP) which immediately followed the ethnic clash of 1969 ii . The two-pronged aim of the policy was to eradicate poverty irrespective of race and to restructure the society so that no identification of ethnic origin with economic functions and geographical locations could be made. Urban strategies which were intertwined with the broader regional policy and programs in Malaysia have led to large scale urbanization especially among the Bumiputras and the Malays. Much of these took place in the newly created towns in the Regional Development Areas (RDAs) called the new towns, further development of existing small towns in the agricultural regions, as well as the establishment of industrial centres within small and medium sized towns in densely populated rural areas (Katiman, 1988) .
From the mid-1990s onwards, popularly known as the "new period of globalization" (Jomo, 1995) , a new trend characterizes urban development in Malaysia. The policy shift emphasizing economic liberalization and modernization in ensuring national success in the new k-economy saw new mega urban projects such as the Multimedia Super Corridor (MSC), the Kuala Lumpur International Airport (KLIA), Kuala Lumpur City Centre (KLCC) and Putrajaya (the new administrative centre) with "hi-tech" physical infrastructures were built as a means of "plugging into", and "making [of] an information economy and society" (Bunnell, 2002) . Based on the pattern of current trends in the globalization of economic activities, urban growth and development are expected to accelerate and concentrate further in the few existing urban conurbations. These are more attractive to international investors since they offer bigger agglomeration economies and returns to investment as well as a higher quality of life. Malaysia, 1911 Malaysia, -2010 Source: Based on data from Ooi, 1975 and Department of Statistics, 2012 
QUALITY OF LIFE REPORTS IN MALAYSIA
In response to the growing importance and practicality of quality of life as a measure of progress and harmony in a country, Malaysia has embarked on producing the first Quality of Life Report in 1999. In the Malaysian context, the quality of life is defined as encompassing personal development, healthy lifestyles, access and freedom to acquire knowledge and to enjoy living standards that exceed the basic needs and individual psychology (Malaysian Quality of Life, 2002) . These endeavors are in line with the level of social welfare that is set as the national's goal. A total of 10 indicators was selected that best portray the well-being of the community in the country. These indicators are income and distribution, environment, transport and communications, health, education, housing, environment, family life, social participation and public safety.
The sequel to the 1999 report was published in 2002 in order to assess the ongoing changes that are taking place in Malaysia. Several additions have been made in this second report, which includes indicators on culture and leisure. Exclusive indicators focusing on quality of life in urban Malaysia (MUQLI) were also added. The addendum signifies the importance of urban 1911 1921 1931 1947 1957 1970 1980 1991 Malaysia, 2006) . Unlike the first report that utilized the quantitative approach and lacked elaboration of the indicators used, the second report to some extent, attempted to reconcile this by giving further explanation of those indicators.
The Malaysian Urban Quality of Life Index (MUQLI) for the period of 1990-2000 is based on data collected from four cities; Ipoh, Johor Bahru, Kuala Lumpur and Kuching that, collectively, accounted for 30 per cent of the country's total urban population in 2000. The MUQLI is a composite index consisting of indices of income and distribution, working life, transport and communication, health, education, housing, environment, family life, social participation, public safety and culture and leisure. The report also included the findings of a survey carried out in 2000 on 2,304 respondents living in two more cities (Kuantan and Kota Kinabalu), in addition to the four cities above. The survey was carried out to solicit perception as to the urban quality of life in Malaysia and to provide a qualitative assessment of the urban quality of life which complements the quantitative analysis described earlier.
All cities studied recorded improvements in the quality of life of their population for the observation period, with Kuala Lumpur registering the highest increase of 9.0 points, followed by Ipoh, Johor Bahru and Kuching. About three-quarters of the people surveyed reported further that they were satisfied with the overall quality of life in Malaysian cities. The majority of the respondents were satisfied with aspects of urban living pertaining to indices for family life, education, infrastructure and amenities, public safety, housing, health, transport and the work place (Economic Planning Unit, 2002) .
STUDY METHOD

Sampling and survey procedures
The primary source of data for this study was a perception survey designed to solicit a broad base perceptions of values that are acceptable and thus used to indicate the quality of living conditions by Malaysian society. The survey method was also used to collect information on satisfaction levels on previously agreed-upon quality of life aspects. Stratified sampling technique was used to determine the acceptable sample size whereby the total population was stratified according to states and districts. Based on this strategy, 100 districts (from the total of 136 districts listed in the Malaysian Population and Housing Census 2000) were sampled. This more than met the 97 districts, the minimum number of districts, required (Krejcie & Morgan, 1970) . To ensure sample representativeness, subjects were selected from sex, ethnic, age cohorts and location (urban and rural) categories that reflect the real stratification in Malaysia. Face-to-face interviews were conducted by a trained group of interviewers. The questionnaire survey was administered on 3,500 respondents who were selected from all over Malaysia including Sabah and Sarawak. A total of 3,494 questionnaires were completed and analyzed using SPSS 17.0 (Statistical Package for Social Sciences). All statistical procedures were also performed using the same software.
Measurement
Quality of Life Index (QOL) in this study was measured by a self-report scale consisting of 30 indicators constructed from a total of 106 items. All items used the five-point Likert scale (1 = not satisfied/good/frequent/important at all to 5 = very satisfied/good/frequent/important). In the interview session, respondents were asked to rate the importance of and satisfaction over a set of indicators of life qualities from the 14 quality of life domains that were identified as a benchmark for determining the quality of life for the Malaysian society. These domains were Population and Family, Participation in Education, Human Resource, Health, Income, Expenditures and Savings, Housing, Environment, Transportation, Culture and Entertainment, National Unity, Communication and Technological Change, Social Participation, Public Safety and Social Security. The 30 indicators were constructed to complement 55 indicators derived from secondary sources according to same 14 domains. These indicators are 108.0 % more than the indicators reported in the Malaysian Quality of Life Index (MQLI) (EPU, 1999) and 194.0% more than the Malaysian Urban Quality of Life Index (MUQLI) (EPU, 2002) . Table 1 shows comparative indicators for MQLI, MUQLI in Malaysia and the study indicators. The significant contribution to the existing local knowledge about the quality of life made in this research is the role of National Unity consisting items measuring the society's readiness and willingness to accept diversity as well as their confidence in local and national institutions' abilities to safeguard the interests of all fairly. Paired sample t-tests were conducted to investigate any significant differences between satisfaction level and importance level of the QOL domains among respondents living in rural and urban areas. The gap between satisfaction and importance levels for the domains between rural-and urban-based respondents was tested using the established ANOVA. A total of 42 (3 x 14) hypotheses were tested, three for each domain
iii . Table 2 shows that more than half of the respondents (58%) interviewed lived in the urban areas compared to rural areas (42%). The majority (68.2%) of the respondents aged between 25-54 years old and can be defined as within the productive working age. The larger proportion of the respondents furthermore was of the Malay ethnic origin (55.4) and Muslims (62.5%). Most respondents reported monthly individual income between RM1, 000 -RM4, 000 (56.4%); household size of between 3 -6 persons (66.3%) and self-owned housing (66.1%). Almost complete coverage of public utilities was also observed in Figures 2 and 3 show the importance and satisfaction levels by QOL domains among the rural and urban respondents. It can generally be observed that the Malaysian society was rather realistic in that they did not expect perfection in the performance of the QOL measurable domains. However, a few domains were accorded with higher importance score (percentage score exceeding 90%). These domains were Education, Human Resource, Income, Expenditures and Savings, Housing and Social Security. National Unity, Public Safety, Social Participation, Culture and Entertainment, and Communication and Technological Change were by contrast, considered less important in determining living qualities according to the respondents.
FINDINGS
Figures 2 and 3 also generally depict the underperformance of all domains (excepting Culture and Entertainment) measured against their corresponding importance level as felt by the respondents. The trend prevails for both urban and rural respondents. The significant disparity between satisfaction and importance levels in urban and rural locations is evident from Table 3 . All paired sample tests performed were significant at 1% level with the largest observable disparity associated with Income, Expenditures and Savings in all locations. The rural respondents further perceived that there is also much to be done to reduce the wide disparity between satisfaction and importance levels in the Social Participation domain. Smaller disparity in the importance and satisfaction levels was found in the Social Security (for both locations) followed by Human Resource and Environment domains among the urban respondents. Table 3 also reported the importance-satisfaction gap, employing the established ANOVA to test for any significant differences in the gap score between the urban and rural respondents. The importance-satisfaction gap is determined by subtracting the satisfaction score assigned to a domain from its importance score. Table 3 shows rather clearly that there were significant differences in the above-mentioned gap for most domains between rural and urban locations as perceived by the respondents. Variations in the importancesatisfaction gap score between rural and urban respondents were not significant for only Health and Transportation domains. In other words, the perceived importance and satisfaction rating of the two domains were similar for both rural and urban respondents. 8.6616* ** Note: * P < 0.01, ** P < 0.05, ***P < 0.001; All paired sample tests have significant values of P < 0.001
PLANNING IMPLICATIONS
Myers (2007) advocated the critical use of QOL knowledge by planners since they are inherently concerned with development and the dynamism of change. He used the golden goose metaphor to illustrate the relationship between QOL and development planning -firstly, quality of life encourages economic development; however, the resulting urban growth alters quality of life (potentially killing the golden goose). Secondly, planning can help mitigate the damaging effects of growth, an important complement to its other role in promoting economic development.
Indeed, the role of urban planning in Malaysian national development, seen from the above perspective, is indisputable and has in fact, strengthened currently. It was in the Third Malaysia Plan 1976 -1980 (Malaysia, 1976 ) that the strategy for urban and regional development was clearly spelt out for the first time. The fundamental idea was designing the urban hierarchy so as to generate a denser pattern of urban-regional development throughout the country. This urban focus of the regional development strategy, while explicit and consistent with the objectives of the National Economic Policy , was carried through to the current National Vision Policy (2001) (2002) (2003) (2004) (2005) (2006) (2007) (2008) (2009) (2010) . The 9 th and 10 th Malaysia Plans (five-year development plans) which embody the length of the policies' time span, set the strategy for urban development to improved and thereby higher quality of urban services and more livable urban areas.
Within the Integrated Resource Planning and Management Framework, development planning in Malaysia integrates spatial planning with other sectoral planning in its implementation incorporating plans and policies already available at the national level. These include the master plans for agriculture, industry, tourism, water management and transport. The National Physical Plans (NPP) in particular, which complements the Five-Year Economic Development Plans starting from the 9 th Malaysia Plan embodies the strategy for national spatial development up till 2020 and provides the spatial dimension to the sectoral distribution of national resources (Department of Town and Country Planning Malaysia, 2005) .  Translating the socioeconomic objectives in spatial and physical forms  Translating development policies into physical planning  Considering the importance of environmental quality in planning  Planning for urban facilities  Contributing and managing scientific and technological advancement.
Taking into recognition further, the processes impacting national growth and development namely globalization and the emergence of the keconomy, land use/spatial planning in Malaysia currently aims to (1) rationalize national spatial planning for economic efficiency and global competitiveness, (2) promote balanced regional development for national unity (3) optimize utilization of land and natural resources for sustainable development and (4) secure spatial and environmental quality and diversity for a high quality of life.
The revised NPP (NPP-2) approved on August 2010, outlined the objective as "to create an efficient, equitable and sustainable national spatial framework to guide the overall development of the country towards achieving a high-income and developed nation status by 2020". Additional policies and measures formulated in NPP-2 include matters regarding climate change, protection of biodiversity, green and new technology, as well as sustainable tourism (Federal Department of Town and Country Planning, Malaysia, 2010) .
The above clearly spells out the increasing importance of urban planning in Malaysia, to support the national agenda.
In another planning application, quality of life research such as reported herein provides as a tool for regular monitoring and reporting of place-based and community-based living qualities. The relationships between the characteristics of these places and the perceived QOL of the residents are most certainly important as they underpin many approaches to planning and design to enhance the quality of people's lives. This is also in line with the livability and sustainability objectives for development within the planning framework in urban Malaysia as indicated over and over, in most planning policies and documents. The subjective indicators employed in this study which attempted to obtain a value for goods, services and amenities from which quality of life is supposed to derive, could be valuable input for planning. Again, this should encompass the whole process of, provision of, delivery of and access to improved living environments.
Although QOL indicators may reflect a rich coverage of living aspects, it should be apparent that not all goods, services and amenities which are location specific are under the control of local governments. Some are more effectively provided by higher level governments i.e. state and federal levels. Cleanliness, beautification, localized public nuisances, local level pollution and quality of public services can certainly be acted on by local decision makers. Furthermore, the aggregated individual living qualities in this study, which indicate community consensus, seem to suggest that promoting the social cohesion of communities would improve the quality of life in places. This includes aspects of Social Participation and National Unity, for example, involvement in community activities, perception of having a good relationship with other people at workplace, school, and neighborhood. Clearly, quality of life concept presents an important opportunity for planners to capture the attention of wider stakeholders in development. More important, protecting the quality of life is a goal that citizens' groups, business leaders share, and hence it affords a potential basis for negotiating consensus over specific planning goals (Myers, 2007) . It almost invariably includes political aspiration too.
The Federal Department of Town and Country Planning, Malaysia (2005) . National Physical Plan. The Federal Department of Town and Country Planning, Malaysia (2006) . National Urbanization Policy.
i According to the Department of Statistics, urban areas in the latest 2000 census were defined to include gazetted areas with their adjoining built-up areas which had a combined population of 10,000 or more. In addition, urban areas should have at least 60% of their population (aged 10 years and over) engaged in non-agricultural activities as well as having modern toilet facilities in their housing units. Urbanization, on the other hand, refers to the proportion of the total population living in its urban areas.
ii For more satisfactory explanations on factors influencing early urbanization in Malaysia, please refer to Lim, 1973; Cooper, 1951; Ooi, 1975) .
iii The hypotheses are: Hypothesis 1: paired-sample test There is no significance difference in satisfaction and importance score for domain i among respondents who live in the rural area.
There is significance difference in satisfaction and importance score for domain i among respondents who live in the rural area. Hypothesis 2: paired-sample test
There is no significance difference in satisfaction and importance score for domain i among respondents who live in the urban area.
There is significance difference in satisfaction and importance score for domain i among respondents who live in the urban area. Hypothesis 3: ANOVA There is no significance difference in gap score for domain i among respondents who live in the urban and rural areas.
There is significance difference in gap score for domain i among respondents who live in the urban and rural areas.
